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In this article we compare US and EU support for bilateral and multilateral international trade law. We assess the support for international law of both trading blocs by focusing on the following four dimensions: leadership, consent, compliance and internalization. Although we find strong support for international trade law from both the US and the EU in general, we also witness some variation, most notably in relation to the design of preferential trade agreements (PTAs) and compliance with World Trade Organization (WTO) law. Turning to explaining these (moderate) differences, we argue that outcomes in US trade policy can best be explained by a domestic political factor, namely the direct influence of interest groups. Although the involvement of societal interests also goes a long way in explaining EU behavior, it does not tell the entire story. We posit that, in EU trade policy, institutions are a particular conditioning factor that needs to be stressed. Moreover, we suggest that foreign policy considerations in managing trade relations have characterized EU’s support for international trade law.

1. Introduction 
Scholars and policy-makers tend to portray the United States’ support for international law as weak at best, whereas the European Union is usually seen as the guiding light for other nations when it comes to its role as supporter of a strong international legal order. This conventional view is, however, often based on anecdotal evidence rather than sound empirical research. We lack knowledge as to whether the US is indeed less committed to international law than the EU. To address this gap, Mark Pollack has developed an analytical framework, which enables scholars to compare and explain EU, and US support for international law across time and issue area.​[1]​ In this article, we use his framework and focus on one of these issue areas: international trade law. 
We look at both multilateral and bilateral trade law. Until 1995, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was the principal instrument regulating multilateral trade relations.​[2]​ The GATT facilitated a slow but steady reduction in trade barriers and an expansion of world trade. It also played a crucial role in creating a rules-based system of multilateral trade. Yet, the GATT only included rules on trade in goods and contained many qualifications, exemptions and escape clauses, which allowed member countries to impose protectionist measures without violating GATT rules. With the establishment of the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 1995, the role of law in multilateral trade relations was greatly expanded, as the negotiated WTO agreements included new obligations in areas beyond trade in goods (e.g., trade in services and intellectual property rights) as well as enhanced provisions to restrict the usage of some of the most important GATT loopholes. Beyond new provisions increasing the depth and scope of international obligations, the WTO also put into place a more legalized system for settling disputes with the aim of increasing countries’ willingness to comply with WTO law. 
International trade law consists not only of multilateral trade agreements, but also of bilateral preferential trade agreements (PTAs), which are a growing source of law.​[3]​ A PTA is based on an intergovernmental treaty including two or more countries, in which the parties to the treaty grant each other preferential market access for goods, services, capital, or labor. The treaties are preferential in the sense that, for example, goods originating from a PTA partner are subject to lower trade barriers than goods imported from non-PTA members. The exact coverage of products and issue areas within PTAs varies from case to case.​[4]​ Beyond market-access issues, these treaties increasingly prescribe state behavior in behind-the-border regulation. 
We assess the US’s and the EU’s support for bilateral and multilateral trade law by focusing on the concepts of leadership, consent, compliance and internalization. We show that both trading blocks are strong supporters of international trade law. We do, however, also find some interesting variation. First, we witness differences in how they design the content of PTAs. The agreements the US signs with its trading partners tend to be deeper, while the EU agreements are more comprehensive and wider in scope. Second, they differ when it comes to their compliance record with WTO law. Although, both the EU and the US are confronted with many WTO disputes, the US is targeted slightly more than the EU and, more importantly, both trading blocs tend to engage in systematically different kinds of violations of WTO law. We argue that while a model on business group lobbying is a good predictor for the observed outcome in the case of the US, the EU explanation needs to supplemented with institutional and foreign policy considerations. 
In the remainder of this article we will, in Section 2, address the question what support means in respect to international trade law and assess in how far we can observe variation between the US and the EU in this regard. Then, in Section 3, we turn to explaining the observed differences and similarities. We finish with a summary (Section 4) of our findings and a discussion on how the current talks between the EU and the US on a Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) might affect future support of international trade law. 

2. What does support mean in respect to international trade law?
In order to capture the support for international trade law of the EU and the US, we focus on four dimensions: leadership, consent, compliance and internalization.​[5]​ 
2.1. Leadership
We follow the framework article by Pollack, which defines leadership as “the willingness of a state to take an active role in the creation of new law, either through the negotiation of new international treaties or through active promotion of new norms of customary international law.”​[6]​ This leads to question what needs to be observed in order to demonstrate leadership in international trade law? According to the so-called hegemonic stability theory (HST),​[7]​ leadership is often associated with the role played by hegemonic actors. HST posits that if there is a dominating power, the international economic system is most likely to be open and stable, while in the absence of a hegemon instability and protectionism are expected to flourish.​[8]​ Due to the free-rider problem, there is a need for a single leader, which is able to provide the public good of international stability and economic openness. Many of the claims made by HST have been criticized over the years.​[9]​ Building on the idea of hegemonic powers providing leadership by creating the global trade infrastructure, we focus on how leadership could be interpreted in both multilateralism and in the newer generation of PTAs.
Following World War II, the US was the prime designer of the multilateral trading system​[10]​ characterized by a set of rules that restrict arbitrary forms of discrimination and assist in gradually opening markets. It also allowed its own behavior to be restricted to a certain degree. The US led the way in the sense that it made substantial, and often asymmetrical, tariff commitments during the initial GATT negotiations in the 1940s, as well as during negotiation rounds in the decades that followed. In addition, the US played a leadership role by taking steps to keep the GATT moving forward. US efforts to launch the Kennedy Round (1964–1967) were particularly important in this regard, as this Round resulted in a 35–40 percent average cuts in tariffs on industrial goods. A final illustration of US leadership during the first decades of the GATT is the role it played in extending the membership (most notably, Japanese membership in the 1950s) and pushing for the implementation of non-discrimination principles.
It was not until the 1980s that the EC (later the EU) was ready to provide joint leadership in the multilateral arena. By the second half of the Uruguay Round negotiations, the EU and US had combined forces to create a global organization (the WTO), to agree on a set of instruments to foster additional market access (goods, services, protection of intellectual property rights), to allow for the restriction of some flexibility loopholes (e.g., non-tariff barriers and trade remedies), and to push for the reform of diplomatic enforcement tools (new dispute settlement). Both had to make concessions for this partnership to work.​[11]​
In the current trade-negotiation round of the WTO, the Doha Round, we witness a clear failure to exert leadership by either of the transatlantic partners. There were only a few attempts at presenting joint proposals (e.g., in the run-up to the Cancun Ministerial Conference in 2003). There are external and internal reasons for the absence of leadership in the sense of providing a public good. The external reasons are the result of a shift in balance of trade power with the rise of emerging markets, the accession of China to the WTO, and the evolving institutional inertia in the WTO.​[12]​ This makes US–EU leadership more contested. Yet, internal reasons seem to offer equally important causal explanations. First, the waning support by exporting industries to open up new markets through the WTO stands out. As WTO negotiations have reached stalemate in recent years, firms have been actively lobbying for governments to explore other venues to pursue their interests.​[13]​ Second, the increase in voices calling for selective crisis-era protectionism, both in the US and the EU, have hampered initiatives for across-the-board liberalization.​[14]​ In a recent Global Trade Alert (GTA) report, Simon Evenett shows how indeed protectionism has been on the rise since the global financial crisis hit in 2007–2008.​[15]​.
If we turn our focus to leadership in new regionalism, the question arises how to define the concept of public good provision in this particular setting. As most PTAs are by definition “preferential” vis-à-vis other trading partners, they may inflict costs on parties that are not members of the PTA. This is why there has been a long-standing debate as to the extent to which PTAs are trade creating or trade diverting.​[16]​ Today, most large-N studies on the effects of PTAs suggest that more trade flows are created than diverted,​[17]​ notwithstanding warnings from some trade economists about potential negative effects.​[18]​ A related fault line has been the relationship between bilateralism and multilateralism. To what degree are PTAs building blocks and to what degree are they stumbling blocks for multilateralism? The jury is still out on this question. On an optimistic note, one can see PTAs as a forum to elaborate new regulatory solutions. In addition, there are some areas that can only be satisfactorily addressed at the global level (e.g., disciplines on subsidies, trade remedies, competition law), which eventually will provide incentives for WTO Members to resume talks.​[19]​ Following this reasoning, we do not expect that the US and EU signing of PTAs directly undermines leadership in multilateral trade regulation, but see this approach mostly as complementary and dialectic in international trade regulation.
Focusing on EU and US experience with negotiating bilateral trade deals, however, we observe an important difference between the two. The EU has been using PTAs as a privileged platform for some time now (see Figure 1). In the 1970s, the EU had already discovered PTAs as a tool for managing its economic relations with member states’ former colonies, which resulted in an increasing number of new trade pacts. Another active time for bilateralism was the early 1990s when the EU was organizing trade relations with prospective new members from Central and Eastern Europe. During this time, the EU was also keen to consolidate the single European Market through trade agreements with European Free Trade Association (EFTA) states as well as venturing into new forms of partnerships with the “neighborhood” by signing agreements with Mediterranean countries. After a phase of reflection and pause at the end of the 1990s, under Trade Commissioner Pascal Lamy, the EU discovered again the bilateral venue about ten years ago and has negotiated a substantial number of new agreements across the globe since then.​[20]​ 
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The US experience with PTAs is more recent (see Figure 1). While the US engaged in some security-motivated agreements (e.g., in 1985 with Israel) and focused on regional consolidation through the US–Canada trade agreement and later the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1988 and 1993, respectively, the US only turned towards  embracing the bilateral forum of opening markets in 2003. This decision was driven by the realization that its objectives could not be met through the multilateral arena and by concerns of competitiveness vis-à-vis its main competitors. A particularly notable development in this regard is the participation of the US in the negotiations on a Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) Agreement. When confronted with several competing models for Asia-Pacific economic integration that excluded it entirely, the US decided to become actively involved in the TPP negotiations. The TPP presents the US with an opportunity not only to participate, but also to take a leadership role in an Asia-Pacific PTA. The US has persuaded the other negotiating partners in TPP to use standard US templates as a basis for the negotiations.​[21]​ Also noteworthy is the launch of negotiations on a Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) in 2013. This development was influenced by a lack of progress in the WTO’s Doha Round negotiations and a need to regain overall leadership in creating new rules for the global trading system. 

2.2. Consent and compliance: the core elements of support
We now turn to, what we believe, are the core dimensions for studying support: consent and compliance. We suggest that the two dimensions interact in important ways; therefore we discuss them in combination. In international trade law, consent is usually explicitly obtained through the act of ratification of treaties. Consent is signaled in two sequential ways, usually the signing of agreement by the executive of a government followed by ratification (often with parliamentary involvement). While in the US the key institution in consenting to international trade law is the US Congress, in the EU it was for a long time the EU Council (and national ratification bodies). Today, the EU institutional setup has become more complex, given that the Lisbon Treaties have delegated co-decision power for the ratification of trade agreements to the European Parliament. 
While consent, or what political scientists call “commitment,” is important for being legally bound to international trade law, it is, in our view, not a sufficient indicator of “support” for international trade law. A long-running debate in the international relations (IR) literature suggests that we can only capture the true level of commitment if we can empirically show how compliance with international law restricts domestic behavior or leads to change in domestic policies (a constraining effect).​[22]​ Put differently, if ratification of international agreements resembles cheap talk (as implementation costs are close to zero), then consent is not a valid proxy for the overall commitment or support. In other words, the focus on leadership by studying how active the US and EU have been in pushing for international law needs to be complemented by studying their actual commitments. Bearing this conceptual distinction in mind, we focus below again on multilateralism and preferentialism to discuss potential differences between the US and EU approaches.
Our focus on multilateralism draws mainly from an analysis of the Uruguay Round negotiations’ outcomes. In creating the WTO (and its many provisions) in 1995 we assume that both the US and the EU were the principal designers of the overall substance and level of the obligations. However, given that middle powers like Japan, Canada, and Australia and several key emerging countries (e.g., India and Brazil) needed to agree to the final outcomes, both the US and the EU made a number of concessions. On the EU side, these were mainly characterized by reducing the support to the agricultural sector; in the US case, concessions were mainly made in the textiles and apparel sectors. Both WTO members also accepted to abstain from aggressive unilateralism (in particular the US) and refrain from arbitrarily applying domestic law in fields such as technical regulation or sanitary and phytosanitary measures. However, given their competitive positions in goods and services trade (and their interest in protecting intellectual property rights), many agreements clearly reflected US and EU interests.​[23]​ Finally, the EU–US partnership was pivotal in creating a more legalized dispute settlement system with the potential to increase overall implementation of Uruguay Round obligations.​[24]​ At least in the Uruguay Round, therefore, the EU and the US were both willing to consent to far-reaching substantive commitments in order to secure agreement on an overall multilateral package. This substantive commitment, in turn, raises the related question of compliance with the agreement.  
Measuring state compliance with international law is notoriously difficult, and assessing US and EU compliance with international trade agreements is no exception. Below, we discuss the participation in WTO dispute settlement, which provides (partial) information on first-order and second-order compliance.​[25]​ First-order compliance is about compliance with the treaty obligations. Second-order compliance is about compliance with the rulings made in dispute settlement proceedings. We posit that actual behavior in WTO dispute settlement allows us to discuss both types of compliance.​[26]​ However, we focus on first-order compliance due to lack of more precise data on actual compliance with WTO rulings.​[27]​ We are particularly interested in cases where the US or the EU are on the defendant side. This is the best proxy available with two qualifications. First, as cases are costly, parties will bring complaints only if they anticipate that the odds of winning are high. This also suggests that being a defendant means that it is highly likely that a WTO member is non-compliant with existing WTO law (lack of first-order compliance). Second, bringing a case against the US and EU is also risky for the complainant as doing so could sour relations with them; therefore the number of potential cases is almost certainly much higher than reported here.​[28]​ 
We discuss some evidence drawn from a dataset on WTO dispute settlement which disaggregates cases to the level of claims.​[29]​ The number of claims suggests some noteworthy differences between US and EU behavior in implementing WTO obligations. In relation to other WTO Members, the US and the EU are key targets of complaints. The US and the EU have been on the defendant side in respectively 33 percent and 17 percent of all cases (at the panel stage) of WTO dispute settlement. Looking at the development over time (see Figure 2), it becomes clear that since 1998, the US has been relatively more often on the defendant side than the EU. This suggests that the US has been on average more WTO-non-compliant than the EU. If we focus on the number of claims per case that are brought, we see that there are no significant differences between the US and the EU. In fifteen years of WTO disputes, the US has been confronted with 1505 claims (i.e., eighteen claims per case) and the EU with 710 claims (i.e., seventeen claims per case) at the panel stage. As expected, the panels supported a great majority of the claims brought against the US and the EU, yet in respect to the US, this figure is substantially higher: the US lost 78 percent of all claims, while the EU lost 64 percent of the total number of claims against it. In other words, not only does the US face more disputes, on average the US is also ruled more WTO non-compliant.
Some interesting differences can be observed as well when we look at the specific issue areas or provisions where claims have been brought.​[30]​ The US is predominantly a defendant in cases concerning trade remedies. In fact, 90 percent of all claims brought against the US between 1995 and 2010 concerned anti-dumping, safeguards, and anti-subsidy measures. The US is involved in about 64 percent of all trade remedy-related claims dealt with at the panel stage of WTO dispute settlement, indicating that the US is highly WTO-non-compliant in this very sensitive issue area. The EU also accounts for a substantial number of trade remedy cases and claims, yet the figures for the EU are substantially lower than for the US. Of all claims in which the EU was on the defendant side, 30 percent are related to trade remedies and, as a result, the EU is involved (as a defendant) in 10 percent of the total number of trade remedy claims. One could hence argue that the EU is more in compliance with WTO law when it comes to the usage of trade remedies. The EU is, however, the prime target for alleged non-compliance of domestic regulations that discriminate against foreign goods, with other WTO provisions such as GATT article III cases (on like products), technical barriers to trade (TBT) and, most prominently, sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS). In fact, the EU accounts for 84 percent of all SPS claims that are brought.​[31]​ Our discussion of the data, therefore, suggests that the differences between US and EU compliance with international trade law are not primarily at the aggregate level of number of violations. Instead, we find that the US and the EU tend to engage in systematically different kinds of violations, a finding that we explore further below.  
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The other empirical landscape in which to study consent and compliance relates to PTAs. Similarly to WTO law, ratification is an important domestic prerogative of Congress in the US and of member states and the European Parliament in the EU. As there have so far been few legal cases to enable us to study compliance (exceptions include NAFTA panels), there are no available proxies for measuring compliance through an analysis of disputes. In addition, as PTAs are agreements where the US or the EU by definition represents the more powerful actor within a dyad, it is likely that these PTAs are less constraining than multilateral obligations for the EU and the US. PTAs are more fine-tuned to meet the necessities of the PTA partners (e.g., some areas can be excluded). Generally, to gauge the true commitments (ex ante) we need to focus on the degree of obligation that is best captured by the concepts of depth and scope.​[32]​ We ask to what degree do PTAs offer more market access (depth) and how far are trade-related sectors included (scope)? We draw on the work by Horn et al.​[33]​ and Dür et al.​[34]​ Horn et al. compare a selection of twenty-eight EU and US agreements which illustrate subtle differences. They focus on so-called WTOPlus obligations, which can serve as a measure of depth. Their data suggests that both the US and the EU create additional obligations (beyond the existing WTO level). It is fair to assume that these obligations reflect their industry interests. As Figure 3 shows, the US agreements are slightly deeper than the EU ones. 
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In relation to the number of trade-related obligations (that are not regulated in the WTO—i.e., WTOExtra), we see a different picture (Figure 3). The EU agreements are much wider in scope than US agreements, suggesting that they are more comprehensive, covering areas such as cultural cooperation, education and training, energy, human rights, industrial cooperation, political dialogue, regional cooperation, research and technology, and social matters. Scope, however, also negatively correlates with overall enforceability. Many of the WTOExtra obligations are less enforceable. In sum, US PTAs are deeper on average and EU PTAs have a wider scope.​[35]​
The work of Dür et al. suggests a similar pattern for US and EU agreements and compares their relative depth using a large set of 590 PTAs. They rely on a number of measures of depth, such as a simple additive index on commitments related to trade in goods, services, investment, public procurement, etc., as well a measure arrived at through factor analysis (based on market-opening concessions). They show that both US and EU agreements are deep compared to the average PTA; however US agreement are on average deeper than EU agreement (Figure 4). ​[36]​ 
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2.3. Internalization
The final element we focus on is “internalization.” An in-depth study of the various mechanisms of legal internalization, the incorporation of international law “through executive action, legislative action, judicial interpretation, or some combination of the three,”​[37]​ goes beyond the scope of this article. As the US and the EU have generated an enormous quantity of regulations and other instruments intended to implement their international trade law obligations, it is very difficult to meaningfully compare measures of internalization between the US and EU. The Uruguay Round Agreements alone consist of more than 20,000 pages of treaty text. In addition, WTO dispute settlement panels and the Appellate Body have to date generated more than 50,000 pages of jurisprudence.​[38]​ There have been no systematic studies to quantify the number of obligations and the percentage of those obligations that have been domesticated. When one also wishes to address all the obligations that result from PTAs, which are also part of international trade law, the story becomes even more complex.​[39]​ 
However, scholars have looked at certain aspects of the internalization of international trade law in quite some detail. One key point that this literature has put forward is that if one wants to get an idea of the domestic impact of WTO rules (or international trade rules more broadly), one should make a distinction between the direct and indirect effect of international law.​[40]​
By direct effect of international law we mean that, “the application of a norm is not dependent on the legislative implementation and applies per se in domestic law.”​[41]​ Most authors seem to agree that there is no direct effect of international trade law in the US and the EU. In the case of the US, direct effect of WTO law is actually denied explicitly through statutory legislation. In the Uruguay Round Agreements Act of 1994,​[42]​ it is clearly stated that (a) US domestic law will prevail in the case of a conflict with its WTO obligations; (b) adverse dispute settlement body reports do not automatically change domestic law or practices; and (c) private parties cannot use WTO dispute reports in domestic litigation to challenge actions by the US government.​[43]​ What is more, by reserving the power to bring the US into compliance with international trade law to Congress rather than the executive, US law makes it even harder for the US to internalize WTO and other international trade rules. After all, it would be easier for the executive to act on its own than to get legislation through the two legislative chambers.​[44]​ Despite the fact that direct effect of WTO law is explicitly denied in the US, private parties have over the years attempted to rely upon WTO law, especially dispute settlement body reports, in domestic courts. However, courts have made clear time and again that “private parties are completely barred from seeking to give direct effect to WTO provisions in court proceedings, whether the challenge is to Federal or state law.”​[45]​
The EU has also denied direct effect of WTO rules. In 1994, the Council, following a European Commission proposal, stated in the preamble to its decision on the conclusion of the Uruguay Round Agreements, that WTO rules are not susceptible to being invoked in EU (community or member state) courts. It was argued that, as the US and other major EU trading partners had already indicated they would explicitly deny direct effect, the EU had no other choice than to also rule out the option of the invocability of WTO rules in EU courts. However, the ultimate decision on whether WTO rules and provisions can be invoked was left to the European Court of Justice (ECJ).​[46]​ The position of the ECJ became clear during the first case in which the ECJ was to assess the legal effect of WTO law: Portugal v. Council.​[47]​ In this case, the ECJ did what it had always done during the GATT years and denied direct effect of WTO law.​[48]​ More specifically, “[the ECJ] denied that the WTO Dispute Settlement Understanding itself obliges the European Community to implement rulings by making them directly enforceable . . . [and] it denied the possibility of doing so autonomously.”​[49]​ In the years since this first judgment of WTO law, the ECJ has determined in a series of cases that WTO obligations do not have direct effect in the EU legal system.
Although WTO law has no direct effect in US and EU law, it may be given indirect effect. The literature does not provide a clear definition of indirect effect of international law in domestic court proceedings. Hix distinguishes between three types:​[50]​ (i) a substantive indirect effect, covering “cases where domestic courts interpret a domestic act in the light of an international agreement”; (ii) a procedural indirect effect, covering “cases where courts stay domestic proceedings or remand a case for further consideration because of international law considerations”; and (iii) factual indirect effect, “covering cases where domestic courts, in the application of domestic law, refer to international agreements as a factual element or as part of the general normative framework.”
Some studies of individual cases show that at times, both in the US and in the EU, courts have given a form of indirect effect to WTO rules and provisions. One example, in the US context, which is mentioned as a potential case of indirect internalization of WTO law, is the US practice of zeroing. Zeroing is a controversial US methodology to calculate anti-dumping duties,​[51]​ which has been challenged by several countries at the WTO. After multiple WTO disputes, domestic court proceedings and fierce political bickering between many institutional actors (in particular Congress and the executive), the US has, over time, agreed to comply with the main elements of WTO law by opting toward removing zeroing. The most interesting element in this case, in light of the potential indirect effect of international law, is that US courts, in a series of zeroing related cases, permitted private parties (mainly foreign exporters and importers hurt by the practice of zeroing), to rely upon international trade law. “These tribunals have used WTO law, in particular WTO dispute reports, to reject agency interpretations of U.S. statutes, and to find in favor of private parties challenging agency actions.”​[52]​
In the EU too, we can find examples in which WTO law has had an indirect effect. The WTO disputes between the EU and several of its trading partners over the EU’s tariffs, quotas and subsidies on bananas are a case in point.​[53]​ The regulation, which was adopted at the beginning of the 1990s, led to a series of WTO complaints against the EU. The complainants (the US and Latin American countries) argued that the EU’s regulation violated numerous provisions of international trade law (e.g., the most-favored-nation (MFN) clause and WTO provisions on trade-related investment measures and trade in services). The WTO panels (and Appellate Body reports) ruled against the EU in most of these cases and every time this led to heated political debate and court proceedings within the EU on whether or not to change the regulation. Although these political and judicial battles never led to immediate and radical changes, a series of “mini reforms” over a long period of time made sure that the EU changed its regulation on trade in bananas step by step until, eventually, it was in compliance with WTO law. De Búrca and Scott​[54]​ describe several other instances in which one could argue that there have been indirect forms of impact of WTO law on EU law and decision-making. What these cases show is that the way in which the EU considers itself bound to observe the provisions of WTO law are, as de Búrca and Scott note, “much more complex and subtle than the debates on direct effect and justifiability can capture.”​[55]​

3. Explaining variation in support of international trade law
In the section above we have compared EU and US support for international trade law, by looking at four dimensions of support: leadership, consent, compliance, and internalization. We have highlighted that there are strong commonalities between the EU and the US in terms of leadership and internalization, but we also observed some (subtle) variation in behavior when it comes to consent and compliance. Two of these differences are particularly noteworthy. First, we observed variation in EU and US participation (as defendants) in WTO dispute settlement. That is, we found that the US is targeted more than the EU and, even more interesting, there are clear differences in the specific issue areas where claims have been brought against both trading blocs. A second empirical landscape in which we studied consent and compliance, and found notable variation, relates to PTAs. We noticed that US agreements tend to be deeper, whereas the PTAs the EU signs with its trading partners are more comprehensive and wider in scope. In this section we attempt to offer an explanation for these observed (differences in) outcomes. Given that we do not see much variation in leadership and internalization, we abstain from discussing explanatory variables in this respect. 
In his typology on causal factors, Pollack maps an international and a domestic level of analysis, as well as legal/constitutional and political factors, to come to a “four-part typology of potential determinants of a state’s support for international law: international-political, international-legal, domestic-political, and domestic-legal.”​[56]​ We argue that domestic-political variables are best suited to analyze variation in EU and US support for international trade law. We base ourselves on the two prominent distinct types of “domestic political” explanations for policy outcomes one can find in the trade policy literature: societal (or pluralist) and state centered explanations. 
Societal explanations focus on the crucial role played by domestic economic interest groups. Policy-makers, who want to enter or remain in office, need the support of interest groups, which in turn makes them sensitive to the demands of these groups. It is argued that trade policy outcomes are, in particular, influenced by corporate interests who either benefit or lose from international trade.​[57]​ Traditionally, it is argued that the losers of increased trade are imports-competing producers, who are expected to support trade barriers. On the other side of the spectrum we find export-oriented sectors; the winners of increased trade. This latter group defends anti-protectionist interests, as they gain from lower foreign trade barriers.​[58]​ In recent years, the theoretical and empirical literature has turned to the firm level and to another group of anti-protectionist economic interests—import-dependent firms.​[59]​ Import-dependent firms “can be defined as those which rely on income created by imported goods or on the import of intermediate products for their production process and, as such, they prefer policies that create stability for their supply chain and/or that reduce (domestic) trade barriers.”​[60]​ The increasing importance of import-dependent firms is closely related to the globalization of production and the establishment of global value chains in which this kind of firms play a pivotal role.​[61]​ 
State-centered explanations stress that trade policy dynamics can be explained mainly by (changes in) the institutional set-up of trade-policy making and preferences of policy-makers, rather than interest group pressure. A particularity noteworthy state-centered explanation is the so-called collusive delegation argument.​[62]​ The main assumption behind this argument is that protectionist interests—typically, import-competing producers—make themselves heard much easier in the political arena than those benefiting from freer trade. Given this protectionist bias, decision-makers have an incentive to restrict the influence of pro-protectionist firms and lobby groups in case they are concerned with the negative welfare consequences of trade restrictive measures. By delegating trade policy authority to the executive branch (the US President) or another decision-making body/level (the European Commission), decision-makers may hope to be able to shield the policy-making process from pro-protectionist interest group pressure. Trade-policy makers can then use their authority to advocate the lowering of trade barriers in international negotiations—a policy which is in the interest of the public at large, as it maximizes a country’s welfare, but goes against the protectionist interests and demands of certain sectoral interest groups.
When relying on these two explanations to assess (differences in) EU and US support for international trade law, we consider a pluralist explanation to account best for US behavior. That is, we argue that US approaches towards international trade regulation (in respect to consent and compliance) and change over time are a result of competing domestic economic interest groups’ struggle for influence. In terms of preferentialism, the US approach is very much driven by market access interests pushed by exporting firms and more recently supported by import-dependent firms. It has been argued, for instance, that exporters have an incentive to lobby in favor of PTAs, in particular when in need of larger-than-national markets, as this enables them to take advantage of economies of scale or to develop production-sharing networks. Chase shows how this logic played out during the creation of NAFTA.​[63]​ Beyond NAFTA, however, the US did not pay much attention to PTAs for long, as US exporters were satisfied with market opening through the multilateral arena. However, as multilateral trade negotiations have reached an impasse in recent years, US industry has been pushing for the exploration of other venues. Companies “have shifted their lobbying efforts away from the multilateral round to instead focus on bilateral agreements that can be negotiated more quickly and shaped to address key issues of importance to business.”​[64]​ As a result, we observe that US agreements are focused on new market opportunities for its industries that go beyond WTO concessions (WTOPlus). Research has also shown that exporting firms directly affect the depth of trade agreements (both multilaterally as well as bilaterally), whereas import-competing firms will focus their lobby efforts on flexibilities in relation to trade liberalization. One other important policy instrument, through which import-competing firms demand protection, is the use of trade remedies.​[65]​ 
In terms of multilateralism, we see some differences in relation to implementing trade agreements (first-order compliance). The data above suggests that, particularly in the US, import-competing industries are more successful in capturing the regulators​[66]​ and, as a result, the US is more likely to accept domestic policies that are WTO-inconsistent. As discussed above, the national application of trade remedy instruments (anti-dumping, countervailing duties and safeguards), demanded by domestic industries, stands out in this regard. Empirical evidence suggest that the key federal agencies that administrate US trade remedy law, the Department of Commerce (DOC) and the International Trade Commission (ITC),​[67]​ are under close watch from US Congress (and organized interests). That is, research on the ITC and DOC shows that—although Congress has delegated decision making to these two agencies and clearly defined specific criteria that are to impact their decisions—Congress maintains strong influence over final trade remedy decisions, which in turn makes it vulnerable to political pressure from organized interests.​[68]​ Put differently, notwithstanding examples of indirect internalization over a longer time period (e.g., zeroing practices), US trade negotiators will risk legal defeat at the international level, as it is more important for them to show that they are defending the national interests and are therefore ready to escalate disputes through all the different steps of WTO litigation.​[69]​ More recently, however, with the growing economic importance of importers and retailers and their increasing political involvement in trade policy, we see that policy-makers at times also give in to the anti-protectionist demands of import-dependent firms. One example is the heavy criticism from US importers on the US practice of zeroing, which seems to have played a role in pushing the US Government to reconsider its zeroing policy and bring it in further compliance with WTO law. Another example of the impact of import-dependent firms is a recent safeguard case launched by the US against tires from China.​[70]​ In this instance, a labor union brought the case rather than the domestic industry, as the industry feared the negative consequences on tire imports from China.​[71]​
If we turn to the EU, interest group pressure can also serve as a baseline explanation for the behavior we observe. Research shows that in the EU context, mobilization (and influence) of economic interests plays an important role in the formation of PTAs. Andreas Dür shows, for instance, how PTAs between the EU and Mexico and Chile, where driven by political pressure from exporters, who were afraid that, as a result of trade diversion, their exports to these countries would be affected by trade agreements the US was negotiating with both Latin American countries.​[72]​ In similar vein, import-dependent firms have found to have played an important role in the recent decision by the EU to open PTA negotiations with some of its Asian trading partners.​[73]​ We also see the influence of interest groups on trade remedy decisions. Import-competing firms, for instance, successfully blocked a recent attempt by the European Commission to reform its Trade Defense Instruments (TDI) policy,​[74]​ while also in individual TDI cases we witness the influence of both import-competitors and import-dependent firms.​[75]​
However, interest group influence and changing lobby constellations tell only part of the story. Building on societal interests, we need to draw on two additional factors to explain EU’s support for international trade law. First, we posit that the institutional set-up of the EU buffers decision-makers against direct influence by lobby groups more than is the case in the US. Given the European Commission is instrumental in running trade policy and the directly elected members of the European Parliament (for many years) have lacked influence over EU trade policy, this has allowed the EU institutions to be less vulnerable to direct outside lobbying and offered the European Commission opportunities to influence the direction of trade policy.​[76]​ At the same time, increasing access point possibilities through the European Parliament have not yet been used in ways that affect overall EU commitment to WTO law. Second, given that trade policy has been one of the most important instruments of the EU’s common foreign policy, it has been used far beyond meeting the interests of economic actors, but also as a strategic tool to manage its relations with neighboring countries in light of enlargement and post-colonial ties. In this sense trade policy has also been an important part of EU foreign policy. 
How do these explanations account for observed behavior related to EU’s consent and compliance with international trade law? The decisions by the EU to opt for PTAs early on were a reaction to two major challenges that the integrating European states have faced since the 1960s: decolonization and accession to the EU. That is, the European Commission has been actively using preferential trade schemes both to continue and to adjust privileged trade relations with former colonies or to prepare states in the EU’s geographical sphere of influence for membership or other privileged partnership.​[77]​ This not only explains the much larger number of PTAs the EU has signed in comparison to the US, but also the stronger emphasis of the EU on the scope of the PTAs. Scope captures the fact that the EU aims to embed trade relations within a broader set of objectives to manage political and economic relations with these states. Not surprisingly, we observe that the EU has been at the forefront of negotiating comprehensive trade agreements, which include many non-trade issues. EU PTAs serve many objectives other than solely reciprocal tariff concessions. They are seen as a privileged diplomatic tool to broaden and deepen economic ties. Yet far from representing altruistic tools, agreements reflect attempts by the EU to export EU regulation to its economic (and political) partners.​[78]​ Given that the EU itself is an international organization and its institutional form and development is a result of a set of periodically negotiated intergovernmental treaties, EU member states and the Commission are less hesitant than its US counterparts to use international trade law to govern relations with other nations. Although EU member states are cautious about importing new trade law, or law that may constrain existing law, by the back door they are generally, given past experience, less skeptical vis-à-vis trade agreements.​[79]​
When turning to EU’s consent and compliance in the realm of the WTO, we need to explain in particular why the EU is less likely than the US to be targeted by WTO complaints.​[80]​ We suggest that also here, besides the role of societal interests, an important institutional feature accounts for this more restricted application of WTO-inconsistent policies. This has to do with the relative autonomy of those who implement the national policies. Drawing from principal–agent theory,​[81]​ we submit that the EU bureaucracy enjoys more autonomy than its US counterpart in trade-policy making to react to industry demands. Whereas in the US case the agent (ITC and DOC) is severely restricted, the institutional design of EU trade remedy legislation grants more discretion to the European Commission (and the competent services) to impose unilateral action. Now, if agent discretion is an explanatory variable, then the preferences of agents become more important. They affect and condition overall preference aggregation. Most of the EU Directorate General (DG) for Trade  Commissioners in recent years have shown willingness to constrain the influence of import-competing groups.​[82]​ There is ample case study evidence to show how the Commission tries to align and engage in ad hoc coalitions with interest groups having similar preferences.​[83]​ In relation to the lower number of cases brought against the EU, given the assumption that we should expect equal numbers, we posit that the Commission affects the EU-internal debates by credibly signaling to its constituencies the potential WTO-incompatibility of certain measures. 

4. Concluding remarks
In this article we have compared EU and US support for international trade law. We analyzed four dimensions. Regarding leadership, the US played a prominent role in the first three decades after World War II in creating international trade law. Only at the end of the 1980s was the EU able and willing to take up its role as (joint) leader. In recent years, support by both for the multilateral system has waned. The EU’s commitment is largely rhetorical.​[84]​ When looking at PTAs, the story is different. Here the EU led the way and has been very active ever since the 1970s, while the US turned to preferentialism only in the course of the 1990s. Today, the US and the EU are engaged in concluding a transatlantic trade and investment partnership agreement while they continue to negotiate PTAs to export their domestic rules. 
When it comes to consent and compliance we witnessed differences between the EU and the US. In terms of multilateralism, the US seems (relatively) less WTO compliant than the EU (first-order compliance). There are more cases brought against the US, particularly many trade remedy claims. However, the EU is (relatively) less compliant when it comes to rules on non-discrimination against foreign goods. We also compared EU and US approaches (consent) towards PTAs and found that the US PTAs are deeper, whereas EU PTAs are wider in scope. When looking at internalization of international trade law, we find no fundamental differences based on the limited empirical evidence available. Both deny direct effect of WTO provisions, while they do give indirect effect to it in individual cases.  As to internalization it also needs to be stressed that international trade law is shaped predominantly by the US and the EU (through WTO law, and templates in PTAs), so there is limited internalization of externally designed obligations to be expected. It is much more a process of externalization.
Turning to how we can explain subtle differences in their attitudes towards trade law, we argued that outcomes in US trade policy can best be explained by looking at interest group pressure. If changes can be observed, then this is related to changes how US industries and firms are involved in global value chains, and therefore firms exporting and firms dependent on imports become more important over time. Although interest groups also play a key role in EU trade policy, they are only part of the story. In the EU case one needs to add institutional features and foreign policy considerations to the equation in order to fully understand its support for international trade law. 
How future support for international trade law will evolve will most likely be influenced by the outcomes of the TTIP negotiations. The question is not only whether there will be a successful outcome, but in which areas and to what extent the US and the EU achieve regulatory harmonization or equivalence. Based on experience with earlier landmark agreements (e.g., NAFTA), it is to be expected that TTIP templates will be used in other PTAs and may make their way into multilateral trade law. The outcomes of these trade talks will therefore also redefine the relationship between multilateralism and preferential trade agreements. 






















Figure 1. PTAs signed by the EU and the US (1960–2010).

Note: Cumulative number of PTAs signed.
Source: Andreas Dür, Leonardo Baccini, & Manfred Elsig, The Design of International Trade Agreements: Introducing a New Dataset, 9(3) Rev. Int’l Org. 353,(2014) 













Figure 2. Number of WTO dispute settlement cases (panel stage) brought 
against the EU and the US (1995–2010).

Source: Henrik Horn, Louise Johannesson, & Petros Mavroidis, The WTO Dispute Settlement System 1995–2010: Some Descriptive Statistics, 45(6) J. World Trade 45, 1107 (2011).













Figure 3. US and EU PTAs: WTOPlus and WTOExtra obligations.

Note: 14 EU trade agreements and 14 US trade agreement with other WTO Members, X-axis lists the aggregate number of areas where commitments can be found.
Source: Henrik Horn, Petros C. Mavroidis, and André Sapir, Beyond the WTO? An Anatomy of EU and US Preferential Trade Agreements, 33(11) World Econ. 1565 (2010). 















Figure 4: Depth of PTAs signed by the EU and the US (1950-2010)

Note: The figure shows average depth scores per decade. Depth is an additive indicator from 0 to 7, it counts whether tariffs are reduced to zero and whether the agreement includes (substantive) provisions related to services, investments, technical barriers to trade, and/or sanitary and phytosanitary measures, public procurement, competition, and intellectual property rights.
Source: Andreas Dür, Leonardo Baccini, & Manfred Elsig, The Design of International Trade Agreements: Introducing a New Dataset, 9(3) Rev. Int’l Org. 353,(2014).
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